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Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order at 9:20 am. 

Dr. Kenniff advised that Dr. June Chaikelson, President of CUFA, had 
requested speaking privileges during the meeting. Senate agreed to the 
request. 

Report from the Board of Governors' Ad Hoc Committee on the Revision 


of the Composition, Rules and Procedures for Evaluation Committees and 
Advisory Search Committees 


In continuing the discussion from the previous Senate meeting, Dean Kusy 
drew members' attention to the Addendum to the Draft Interim Report of the 
Senate ad hoe Committee on the Selection and Evaluation of Senior 
Administrators which had been distributed at the beginning of the meeting; 
and he advised that the Draft Interim Report was neither comprehensive nor 
exhaustive, nor did it deal with those aspects of the Report from the Board's 
Ad Hoc Committee which members of the Senate ad hoc Committee 
considered to be good, such as the proposed changes in the confidentiality 
rule, and the proposal for a more open approach to the selection process, 
etc., but rather that they had concentrated on areas where they felt that there 
was a need for improvement; and that the Addendum contained a possible 
Agenda for today's meeting, which included a number of recommendations 
for consideration and a proposed approval process for rules and procedures 
for senior administrative appointments. 


93-2-3 


93-2-4 


93-2-5 


93-2-6 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY PROF. BYERS, 
THAT THE AGENDA FOR THE SPECIAL MEETING BEING HELD 
TODAY, AS PROPOSED ON PAGE 2, ADDENDUM TO THE DRAFT 
INTERIM REPORT OF THE SENATE AD HOC COMMITTEE, BE 
APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Dr. Kenniff expressed appreciation to the following members of the Board 
of Governors Ad Hoc Committee who were in attendance at the meeting: 


Dr. E. McIlwaine, Vice-Chairwoman, Board of Governors; Dr. H. Habib, 
faculty member, Board of Governors; Dr. M. Kirpalani, former member, 
Board of Governors. 


He also welcomed the following Board members to the Special Senate 
Meeting: 


Prof. G. Gross, Faculty of Fine Arts; Prof. P. Pitsiladis, Faculty of 
Commerce and Administration. 


It was suggested that consideration be given to imposing a three-minute 
speaking time limit in order to provide an opportunity to hear what everyone 
present had to say. A concern was expressed, however, that because the full 
complement of student representatives was not present, limiting speaking 
time might prevent student opinions from being completely presented; and it 
was suggested that it might be better simply to urge speakers to be brief. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. KAMINARIAS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
JALILVAND, THAT SPEAKING PRIVILEGES BE OPEN TO ALL 
MEMBERS OF THE UNIVERSITY COMMUNITY WHO WERE 
PRESENT AT TODAY'S MEETING. 


MOTION CARRIED. 

IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. LOCKE, SECONDED BY PROF. SACCA, 
THAT SPEAKING INTERVENTIONS BE LIMITED TO THREE 
MINUTES; AND THAT SPECIAL CONSIDERATION BE GIVEN TO 
PROVIDING SUFFICIENT OPPORTUNITY FOR STUDENT 
MEMBERS TO EXPRESS THEIR POINTS OF VIEW. 

MOTION CARRIED. 


COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 


In response to questions which were raised concerning the absence of 
differentiation in committees vis-a-vis the administrative position involved, 
the proposed size of the advisory selection committees vis-a-vis the need to 
ensure representation from all constituencies involved, and the roles of the 
Faculties and Senate with respect to the appointment of senior 
administrators, Dr. Habib advised that the Board of Governors Ad Hoc 


Committee limited its report to consideration of its mandate which did not 
include consideration of the powers of the Board of Governors or the role 
of the Faculties and Senate in the selection process; that the question of 
differentiation of committees was discussed thoroughly and in detail, and 
that it was decided that all of the officers chosen were academics and that the 
same rules should apply, and that it was also agreed that it would be better 
and more conducive to have all of the senior officers selected in the same 
fashion; and that the issue of the size of selection committees, which was a 
difficult question, had been discussed by the Ad Hoc Committee, with the 
key factors being the efficiency of the committee and a process which would 
move in a fast way; and that what was being proposed was a compromise 
position between the existing 14-member committees and an 
initially-suggested 6-member committee, 1.e., a 9- member committee which 
would include representation from every group in the University. With 
respect to this last issue, he emphasized that the thinking of the Ad Hoc 
Committee was that once representatives were appointed, they were not on 
the selection committee as representatives of particular constituencies, but 
rather, they represented, and should consider the interests of, the whole 
University. In addition, Dr. McIlwaine advised that during the hearings of 
the Ad Hoc Committee, remarks were made with respect to the size of the 
committees, including comments made concerning the difficulty in setting 
up meetings because of schedules and the number of members that had to 
be coordinated; that in the review documents there was a variety of 
memberships with, in many instances, as few as 6 or 7 members; that after 
long discussion, the Ad Hoc Committee had opted for 9 members; that an 
attempt was made to ensure representation from every constituency, and that 
given a reduction in membership from 14 to 9, representation in the various 
constituencies also had to be reduced; and that while among the two 
members to be named by the Board, one must be an external member, the 
other member could be from the internal constituency and could either be a 
faculty member or a student, depending on the type of selection committee 
being established. 


In response to a question from Prof. Osman concerning the absence of a 
guarantee for faculty representatives from the particular Faculty vis-a-vis a 
Dean's selection committee, Prof. Habib advised that in discussing the issue 
of the composition of selection committees, it was his understanding that the 
intention of the members of the Board's Ad Hoc Committee was that the 
three faculty members would be from the particular Faculty in the case of a 
Dean's selection committee; and that it appeared that it was an omission that 
this stipulation was not included in the document. He also advised that the 
same provision should apply as well to student and staff representation on a 
Dean's selection committee. 


Responding to a question from Mr. Toone as to what conceptual model for 
the governance of Concordia University had been assumed by the Board of 
Governors Ad Hoc Committee, and how this model was reflected in the 
proposed document, Dr. McIlwaine advised that as had been stated 
previously by Prof. Habib, a philosophical question of that nature, 1.e., 
referring to the structure and philosophy of the University as a whole, was 
not considered by the Committee; that the Ad Hoc Committee had followed 


the specific mandate which had been given to it by the Board of Governors, 
which was to review the composition, rules and procedures for evaluation 
and advisory search committees; and that while a discussion on the question 
which had been raised might be interesting, it would be on a totally different 
topic. 


Prof. Jalivand questioned the thinking of the members of the Board's Ad 
Hoc Committee in proposing that the profiles of the ideal candidates be 
defined by the senior administration, as opposed to the current consultative 
process which involves students, faculty, senior administration, Board 
members, etc., through representation on the search committees. He also 
wondered what the mechanism would be for resolving conflicts that might 
arise in terms of input from the various sources, e.g., Senate, Faculty, etc., 
with respect to profile determination under the proposed process. 


In responding to the above, Dr. McIlwaine advised that the Ad Hoc 
Committee had given a great deal of time to this particular section of the 
document, and that it had undergone considerable change; that the intent 
was not to limit input from the community, but rather, to broaden the kind 
of input that would come from the community; that the intent was to try to 
obtain input from all sectors of the University during the development of the 
profile and prior to its final approval by the Board; that, in the view of the 
members of the Ad Hoc Committee, the senior administrators have as their 
prime role the good of the University as a whole, and the overall vision as 
to what was ahead of the University over the next 4 or 5 years, and that 
therefore, the profile would be generated with that in mind, but also, 
through the input that the senior administrators receive, it would have from 
the particular Faculty what in sees for itself; that there was no section of the 
report on which the Ad Hoc Committee had spent more time, or which they 
considered more important in terms of the outcome; and that input from the 
universal Concordia community was expressly important, and that the Ad 
Hoc Committee considered that what was being proposed was a better way 
of getting at that. 


Prof. Waters questioned the relationship between the 10 senior 
administrative positions to be searched for as described on page 9, 
document US-93-1-D8, which included the Director of University 
Libraries, and the 10 senior administrators listed on page 19 vis-a-vis the 
determination of the profile which excluded the Director of University 
Libraries but included the Secretary General which was not a searched 
position; whether senior support staff, including the Dean of Students, the 
Director of Advocacy and Support Services, the Employment Equity 
Officer, the Head of Guidance Counselling, etc., would be excluded from 
membership on a selection committee by virtue of the current Electoral 
College Policy referred to as the nominating body vis-a-vis the appointment 
of a member of the administrative and support staff; empowering the 
Executive Committee of the Board of Governors, which, she advised, with 
the exception of the Rector, was composed of members external to the 
University, to recommend the appointment of a faculty member or a student 
as one of the "2 Persons representing the Board" on a selection committee; 


and the reduction in the role and decision-making power of Senate in the 
selection process as proposed in the document. 


With respect to the question concerning the eligibility of senior 
administrators to be nominated to selection committees vis-a-vis the 
Electoral College Policy, Dr. Kenniff recalled that both the Director of 
Physical Services and the Director of Athletics had served on the most 
recent Advisory Search Committee for Vice-Rector, Services. Senate was 
also advised that while senior administrators were not part of an association 
or union, they nevertheless could be nominated by the Electoral College for 
appointment to advisory search committees. 


With respect to the question of the Director of Libraries not being included 
among the senior administrators listed in connection with the profile 
determination, Dr. McIlwaine stated that it was her view that that was not 
deliberate, that it might well have been an oversight on the part of the Ad 
Hoc Committee; and that it was something that could be looked into. 
Concerning the issue of the role and decision-making power of Senate in the 
selection process, she stated that she did not believe that the Ad Hoc 
Committee had received any brief from Senate, nor had Senate requested to 
appear before the Committee; that the Committee had listened to the groups 
that had come forward, and it had tried to hear and to work with what was 
presented; that if the suggestion being made was that Senate had not been 
given any specific direct position on the selection committees, that was quite 
true, nor had Senate ever had such a position in the past; and that while 
there was a reference in some of the questions that she had seen for the first 
time this morning to the recent CAUT document, the Ad Hoc Committee 
had not had that document. Concerning the issue of faculty and student 
members being recommended by the Executive Committee of the Board, 
she advised that if the two positions being referred to were representing the 
Board of Governors, the Executive Committee should have the right to 
recommend those names to the Board in the same way that faculty members 
were recommended by faculty; and that the Board received names from the 
various constituencies before appointing members to advisory search 
committees, and that it should have the same right in terms of its own 
representatives on such committees. Senate was also advised that the 
Executive Committee included faculty and students in its membership. 


Dr. Chaikelson stated that it was her experience that the profiles for the 
senior administrative positions remained fairly constant from search 
committee to search committee; that while there might be one or two issues 
that arise that may lead to a slight change to a profile at any one time, she 
suggested that the profiles of characteristics of senior administrative 
positions could be debated long in advance of the establishment of any 
search committee, i.e., there could be standard profiles which the search 
committees could use; that this would allow Senate to discuss the profiles 
and be a party to their development; and that at the time of a search any 
particular aspects could be taken into account. And she wondered whether 
her understanding of profiles was different from that of the Ad Hoc 
Committee. 


Dr. Habib stated that he had the same understanding with respect to the 
profile as had been suggested above by Dr. Chaikelson; that his personal 
view of the profile statement contained in the Report was that while the 
profile, at least symbolically, may be initiated by the senior administrators, 
the dynamics of its development was done somewhere else; that a good 
point had been raised earlier with respect to the mechanics for resolving 
conflicting positions vis-a-vis the development of a profile; that the 
knowledge with respect to the profile and dynamics which take place at 
Council meetings, etc., would be available through the 5 Academic Deans 
and the Vice-Rector, Academic, and that it would be unreasonable if the 
senior administration was not listening to all of these dynamics; that it was 
the dynamics that counted, and which motivated the development of the 
profiles; and that although the initiation would begin at the level of the 
senior administration, that did not mean that the decision was going to be 
made at that level, but rather, that the whole thing would be going back to 
Senate which would have a major role and input if there was a need to 
change the profile; that the comment from Dr. Chaikelson was a clear 
statement as to how he viewed the situation; and that it was for that reason 
that he had agreed to the terms in the Report from the Ad Hoc Committee. 


Stating that CUFA was very pleased to see the limitation being proposed 
with respect to evaluation committees, although it had recommended the 
elimination of such committees, but which were still there in the form of an 
evaluation of the incumbent at the end of the first term, Dr. Chaikelson 
wondered how the Ad Hoc Committee viewed this as being different from 
the process in 1983/84 when the same committee that did the evaluation also 
did the search. 


Dr. Kenniff explained that in 1983/84 an evaluation committee, which was 
established in all instances, had three options - a) to recommend 
reappointment, b) to recommend non-reappointment, or c) to recommend 
that a search be conducted; and that under option c), an evaluation 
committee was transferred into an advisory search committee. In addition, a 
number of Senators advised that by virtue of the then existing rules, the 
same evaluation committee was automatically transformed into a search 
committee. Dr. Chaikelson added that unless an incumbent was given an 
automatic positive renewal, the procedure whereby an evaluation committee 
was transformed into an advisory search committee placed the individual in 
an extremely difficult situation. 


Dr. McIlwaine advised that the Ad Hoc Committee was attempting to 
eliminate some of the difficulties that they had heard with respect to 
evaluation committees, both in written and oral submissions; that it had been 
her impression that the evaluation committee and the search committee were 
two committees; and that what she was now hearing was that while it might 
have been the same people, it became a second committee. She further 
stated that in concrete terms, if we simply say that it was a selection 
committee and the position was opened and the incumbent applied, the 
incumbent automatically was going to be evaluated; that perhaps this was 
one of the disadvantages an incumbent had over outside people, 1.e., if the 
incumbent has completed a term, or a part of a term, and in consequence 


was known by the community, there was no way in any selection committee 
that people would look at that individual as having no experience at all at the 
University; that even if the word "evaluation" was not used, somehow the 
incumbent was going to be evaluated; that if the evaluation was good and 
people were satisfied that the job had been done well, it might not really be 
necessary to open the process; but that on the other hand, if people felt that 
it would be a good thing to be able to measure the incumbent against others, 
it could be done. 


Dr. Kirpalani explained that in the past there was an evaluation committee 
specifically designated as such; that there was a formal step in moving from 
an evaluation to a search; that the Ad Hoc Committee was proposing that 
there be a "selection" committee which would not have to go through a 
formal process whereby it was transformed from one role to another; and 
that this was the concept behind what was being proposed. With respect to 
the question of the profile, he stated that the proposal was to expand the 
present system and to encourage more input, response and information from 
as wide a source as possible vis-a-vis the process of profile development. 


Mr. Kaminaris raised concerns and questions with respect to student input 
into the process of profile development, clarification of paragraph 2, page 
18, concerning the reappointment of an incumbent, and item 6) on page 40, 
concerning the proposed Conflict Resolution Mechanism. With respect to 
the latter, he expressed the feeling that it would represent the loss of 1 
year's worth of work by an advisory selection committee, that it would 
make the members feel that they had worked for nothing, and that it should 
be deleted and replaced by a requirement that the Board of Governors must 
make a decision on the basis of the names of the 4 candidates submitted by 
the selection committee. 


With respect to the reappointment of an incumbent, Dr. Kirpalani expressed 
the view that the Ad Hoc Committee was attempting to propose an open 
system that would allow a good incumbent to continue, and to continue for 
as many terms as was thought fit given the needs of the. institution, the 
profile of the position, the changing times and the performance of the 
individual. Concerning the question of student input into profile 
development, he advised that there was no attempt made to find ways in 
which vehicles for input could be provided, but rather that the Ad Hoc 
Committee was endeavouring to have a broad-based process; that vehicles 
already existed whereby students could communicate their views with 
respect to profiles, including the various students’ associations, etc.; and 
that he could better understand the concern if students did not have 
representation on various committees, departmental committees, Faculty 
Councils, etc. With respect to item 6) in the proposed Conflict Resolution 
Mechanism, he expressed the opinion that the Ad Hoc Committee was 
simply trying to set out the various alternatives, and that this was a final 
alternative. 


Returning to the issue of reappointment of an incumbent, Dr. McIlwaine 
advised that her interpretation of what was being proposed was that 
although an advisory selection committee could decide on the basis of a first 


look at an incumbent at the end of the first term not to advertise externally, 
but that at the end of the second term, there automatically was a search, 1.e., 
there must be an open selection committee at the end of the second term. 


Stating that he was not aware of the amount of student input that had been 
available vis-a-vis the development of the Report of the Board's Ad Hoc 
Committee, Mr. Parent raised a question concerning the Committee's 
rationale in proposing that one student would represent both graduate and 
undergraduate students on advisory selection committees. He also requested 
clarification of the reference to current procedures used with respect to the 
appointment of student representatives to advisory search committees 
referred to in paragraph 3, page 23, document US-93-1-D8. 


Prof. Habib stated that he recognized the validity of the questioning of one 
student representing both graduate and undergraduate students on advisory 
selection committees, and the he believed that this might be one of the things 
in the Report that could be modified and improved. With respect to the 
question concerning the method for appointing student representatives to 
advisory search committees, he advised that the reference related to a 
deadlock that had occurred in a specific instance which had resulted in a 
vacancy vis-a-vis a student representative on a search committee; and that it 
was the view of the Ad Hoc Committee that it was better to have a system 
which would avoid deadlocks and allow student representatives to be 
appointed, rather than to have no student representation at all on such 
committees. In additional comments, Dr. Kenniff advised that he did not see 
anything in the paragraph in question that reflected a negative judgment on 
procedures that were in place at the present time, and that, in fact, the 
statement might well lead the undergraduate students to conclude that their 
current procedures were satisfactory. 


Mr. Kaminaris, in questioning the validity of the first sentence in paragraph 
3, page 23, document US-93-1-D8, argued that the two undergraduate 
student representatives on the Advisory Search Committee for Dean, 
Faculty of Commerce and Administration, had been nominated by the 
Commerce and Administration Students' Association; and he suggested that 
the sentence should either be clarified or modified as appropriate. 


Prof. McDonough raised a question as to whether the Ad Hoc Committee 
was proposing to change some of the fundamental values of the University, 
and if so, in what way, as referred to in paragraph 2, of the Foreword, in 
document US-93-1-D8. Also, with respect to item 6, page 25, concerning 
the supervision of the election process by the Office of the 
Secretary-General, and particularly the additional resources which would be 
required, Prof. McDonough stated that as a working member of faculty, and 
being extremely aware that there wasn't enough money to purchase books 
for the students, she would be very unhappy with the notion of putting 
more money into this kind of an undertaking; and she suggested rather, that 
it should-be possible to have elections supervised by a body perhaps chosen 
by the Faculty Association and the administration, and which would be 
trusted and respected by both sides. In addition, with respect to the 
document per se, she stated that she did not think that the English was good 


enough to represent the University, and she expressed the hope that 
someone like Prof. Auchinachie might rewrite it; that she was particularly 
unhappy with words like "input" and "feedback" which, she felt, only 
tended to mystify and confuse; that phrases like "advise and consent" were 
extremely important, 1.e., it was one thing for Senate to have "input", and 
another thing if Senate had to "advise and consent"; and that if the "consent" 
of the Senate, which represented the faculty and was the highest academic 
body in the University, was not considered to be important, hypothetically it 
would mean that Senate could disapprove very strongly with the Report and 
the Board of Governors could still go ahead and adopt it, and which, she 
suggested, would not make for a very happy University. 


With respect to the issue of English as used in the Report, Dr. Habib stated 
that three of the members of the Ad Hoc Committee were allophones and 
not anglophones, which might be reflected in the way in which it was 
written, and if sop he would apologize for that; that the members had 
worked very hard, that there were a number of versions of the document, 
and he suggested that if better English was required in the future, perhaps 
people who were not English should not sit on committees such as the Ad 
hoc Committee and that members of the English Department write the 
reports. With respect to the phrase "input of the Senate", he advised that the 
dynamics were important; that regardless of the words being used, it was 
the dynamics and the spirit in the University that really mattered; that if we 
had an open mind on the different questions, and if we had an open 
University as we were striving to do, the question of "input", "consent", 
etc., becomes secondary; and that rather, what was important was that the 
spirit of the University be conducive to such things. Concerning item 6. on 
page 25, he advised that the proposal with respect to supervision of the 
election process for faculty members had been very strongly resisted by the 
Secretary-General; and that it was based on input from the community 
which the Ad Hoc Committee had listened to. Finally, with respect to the 
issue of "fundamental values" being changed, he suggested that perhaps the 
word "fundamental" was not the right word in this context, because the Ad 
Hoc Committee did not plan to change the values of the University, but 
rather, simply to review the University's procedures. 


In additional comments, Dr. McIlwaine stated that she could agree that the 
document could be edited still further; that there was a question of timing, in 
between drafts and trying to meet deadlines, etc.; that she could assure 
members of Senate that she literally had spent hours with a red pencil 
attempting to make corrections, but she acknowledged that with a full-time 
position, she had not had the time to rewrite the whole document. 
Concerning the question of the "fundamental values", she stated that she 
agreed with Dr. Habib's comments, but at the same time, she noted that the 
Ad Hoc Committee did not say that it would change the fundamental values, 
but rather, that it called into question certain things in some instances, e.g., 
the whole notion of confidentiality and what that has meant in a negative 
way to many members of the University community, and with respect to 
which the Ad Hoc Committee was proposing changes, and the whole 
question of openness which was looked at in depth and which, from the 
briefs presented and the people who appeared before the Ad Hoc 


Committee, was extremely important to the community; and that she wished 
to emphasize again that the Ad Hoc Committee called into question certain 
things, but did not necessarily make changes. 


Prof. Byers raised a number of questions concerning the composition of 
advisory selection committees, including the rationale given for the 
reduction in size, the substantial decrease in the total number of faculty and 
student representatives on such committees and the increase in the size of 
the contingency from the Board of Governors, not making it a requirement 
that one of the two members representing the Board of Governors must be 
either a faculty member or a student, and not making the manner of selection 
of such individuals consistent with that which was applicable to the 
appointment of the other faculty and student representatives. 


Responding to the above, Prof.. Kirpalani expressed the feeling that the 
thinking of the members of the Ad Hoc Committee was that the size of the 
committees was connected to the question of profile development, i.e., that 
if the profile was to be developed by the committee, it should be large and 
more representative; that by having a well-founded profile developed 
through a system that would provide much broader-based input from the 
community, the size of the advisory selection committee could be reduced 
significantly; and that comments had also been made with respect to the 
inefficiency and problems associated with the current size of advisory 
search committees, etc. He also advised that with respect to the issue of the 
number of representatives on Advisory Selection Committees, the Ad Hoc 
Committee had attempted to maintain a balance by which there would be 
more academic members, percentage wise, than was presently the case; and 
that this would be the situation in instances where the additional Board 
representative was a faculty member or a student. 


Dr. Habib advised that he had accepted to sign the Report from the Board of 
Governors Ad Hoc Committee because there were so many good things in it 
with which he agreed; that he had accepted the proposed size of advisory 
selection committees of 9 members as a compromise; that if the Ad Hoc 
Committee had decided to limit the size to 7 members, he would not have 
signed the Report; and that they had agreed to increase the size to 9 because 
of compromises with respect to other areas in the document, which he 
advised, was an example of what he had been referring to earlier as 
"dynamics". He further stated that the Ad Hoc Committee had brought the 
Report to Senate's attention in order that members could discuss it; that in 
their own perspectives, members of Senate would be suggesting 
modifications which could all be taken into consideration; and that this was 
an example of how a university worked; that the members or the Ad Hoc 
Committee did not consider that their Report represented the final word on 
the matter; that this was part of the dynamics; that there were questions 
raised above with which he fully agreed, and that improvements could 
perhaps be made with respect to this; and that he had to sign the whole 
document in order to have five or six other points which he wanted to be 
brought in to be included, i.e., he had compromised with respect to the 
composition of the proposed advisory selection committees in the hope that 
recommended changes would be made by Senate. 


Concerning the provision for 2 persons representing the Board of 
Governors on advisory selection committees, Dr. McIlwaine stated that she 
did not know why the word "may" instead of "must" was used in the 
Report; that in her opinion, the members of the Ad Hoc Committee, in 
discussing the issue, were thinking in terms of "must"; and that she would 
not argue the point at the Board of Governors if Senate was to recommend 
that the word "may" be changed to "must". 


Commenting on the distinction between an evaluation committee and a 
search or selection committee, Dr. Sheinin stated that there had been 
innumerable requests from CUFA and its members that every selection 
process should philosophically and practically involve a search; and that the 
point to be made was that the best candidate, whether a new candidate or an 
incumbent, would only be selected when the characteristics of that candidate 
had been assessed against the profile of the position in question which 
would be developed within the framework of very general characteristics, 
but also within the framework of the specific characteristics of time, place 
and development of the unit being considered; that an evaluation process 
that was focused only on an evaluation was very difficult for all concerned, 
and above all, for the incumbent, whether the outcome was reappointment 
or rejection; and that given that in her opinion, the most important part of the 
process was the definition of the profile and how the acceptance of the 
profile could be disseminated throughout the University community, she 
wondered whether the Ad Hoc Committee had considered the question of 
mechanisms to accomplish that. In addition, she explained that at the present 
time there was a process of review of the Faculty, which, in the first 
instance and in a modified way, had been accepted by the Board of 
Governors in the initial evaluation of the Dean of the Faculty of Arts and 
Science; that the subsequent process which was brought forward to, and 
improved by, the Office of the Rector, was to carry out a review and an 
appraisal of the Faculty, one of the goals of which was to identify important 
issues for the Faculty at the present time, and which would provide 
parameters which might be the specifics built into the profile; that the review 
committee, and the committee that writes the report, did not deal with the 
profile at all, and which was incorrectly stated in the Report from the Ad 
Hoc Committee; that the search committees, which were appointed by the 
Board of Governors, receive the review reports, and on the basis of the 
particularities which have emerged from the reports, have come the specific 
elements of the current necessities; and that it was in that way that the 
various profiles have been developed by the advisory search committees. 
Finally, she stated that she supported the recommendation put forward 
earlier by Dr. Chaikelson vis-a-vis profile development; and she wondered 
again, whether the Ad Hoc Committee had considered the question of the 
mechanisms associated with profile development. 


Prof. Kirpalani advised that the Ad Hoc Committee had not worked out the 
details with respect to mechanisms for profile development. Dr. McIlwaine 
added that as she had mentioned earlier, this was one section of the 
document to which the Ad Hoc Committee had given a lot of time; that the 
members had a very different thought about this at the beginning of their 
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deliberations; that as they tried to think of a mechanism for what they 
originally had been considering, it seemed to be an impossible situation; that 
they reconsidered the matter and came up with the proposal that was in the 
document; that the initiation of the process of gathering together the input 
referred to would come from the group that would be developing the profile; 
and that whether the Ad Hoc Committee should have or not, it did not 
propose precise guidelines vis-a-vis input to the process of profile 
development. 


Responding to a question from Prof. Stathopoulos as to whom the 
proposed selection committees would be advisory, Dr. McIlwaine stated 
that it was her interpretation that the Ad Hoc Committee's position was that 
the Advisory Selection Committee was advisory to the Board of Governors; 
and that it was indicated in the document that one report was to be made by 
the Advisory Selection Committee to the Board of Governors and signed, 
hopefully, by the Chair, as well as by the members of the Committee. 


Prof. Stathopoulos raised a number of questions with .respect to the 
workability of the proposal, particularly with respect to situations involving 
a disagreement between the Chair of an Advisory Selection Committee and 
its members who might not want to sign the report, and the time-factor 
involved in ensuring due process vis-a-vis expulsion from a committee for 
breach of confidentiality. 


In response to the above, Dr. Kirpalani explained that while it might be 
difficult to ascertain if there was a breach of confidentiality, the result would 
be as outlined in the document; that in terms of the report of an Advisory 
Selection Committee, if there was a majority and a minority view, it would 
be reflected in the reasoned report by the fact that some people would sign it 
and others might not, or that there might be a majority and minority report; 
and that that would be the way in which it would be presented to the Board 
of Governors, and the Board would have to deal with it in that light. In 
addition, Dr. McIlwaine advised that it was very difficult to answer the 
question as to whether the proposal was workable, but that the Ad Hoc 
Committee had considered the queStion many times with respect to various 
separate issues that arose during its deliberations, e.g. p the proposal 
concerning profile development; that she could not say with absolute 
certainty that every part of the proposal was workable, but that we would 
have to wait and see with respect to certain aspects; and that it might turn out 
that within a few years, other problems might arise that might necessitate 
amendments rather than a total change to the system. She also concurred 
with Dr. Kirpalani's comments vis-a-vis situations of non-unanimous 
reports from Advisory Selection Committees. 


REGULAR SESSION RESUMED 


General Discussion 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
WATERS, THAT THE ORDER OF AGENDA ITEMS 3, 4 AND 5 BE 
CHANGED TO 4,3 AND 5. 
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Voicing objection to changing the order of the Agenda, Prof. Newman 
argued that Senate, which was a body which was supposed to discuss what 
it thinks, had not yet discussed the Report of the Board of Governors Ad 
Hoc Committee; that she would like to see the matter discussed from the 
point of view of the Senate; that all members of Senate were aware of the 
fact that despite the reasonable tones during this morning's discussion, the 
professors of Concordia University resented the Report both in terms of 
tone and substance; that they did not like the fact that power as represented 
in document US-93-1-D8 had been greatly shifted from the faculty to the 
Board of Governors, and that she was surprised that questions had not been 
raised with respect to this; that there was also a question as to what was the 
philosophy of the Ad Hoc Committee; and that it was the intent of the Board 
to adopt the Report at its next meeting without the faculty having had an 
opportunity to discuss what had taken its own Ad Hoc Committee a 
considerable amount of time to produce. She also suggested an amendment 
that "the decision of the Board of Governors be delayed until ample time 
had been given to all units in the University to discuss the Report". 


Dr. Kenniff advised that he would have to rule the above suggested 
amendment out of order because it did not relate at all to the subject of the 
main motion, although, he suggested, it would be a perfectly valid motion 
to make under one or other of the subsequent Agenda items. 


Dean Kusy, in explaining the rationale of the Agenda order proposed by the 
Senate's ad hoc Committee, expressed the feeling that while the approval 
process was important, Senate should know where it was heading before 
discussing that issue; and he urged that the original Agenda order be 
retained. 


The ensuing discussion centred on the question of the importance of 
establishing an approval process which would permit sufficient time delays 
to enable on-going consultation and discussions to be completed. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (14 in favour; 2 
opposed; 5 abstentions). 


Approval Process for the Revision of the Composition, Rules and 
Procedures for the Evaluation Committees and Advisory Search 
Committees. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WATERS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
MCDONOUGH, THAT THE PROPOSED APPROVAL PROCESS FOR 
RULES AND PROCEDURES FOR SENIOR ADMINISTRATIVE 
APPOINTMENTS AS CONTAINED ON PAGE 5, OF THE ADDENDUM 
TO THE DRAFT INTERIM REPORT OF THE SENATE AD HOC 
COMMITTEE ON THE SELECTION AND EVALUATION OF SENIOR 
ADMINISTRATORS, BE APPROVED. 


During the discussion, it was argued that a motion should be adopted to the 
effect that Senate expresses its opinion that the Board of Governors shall 
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not adopt a document concerning the rules and procedures for evaluation 
and advisory search committees until Senate was in agreement with it, and 
that no senior administrative appointment be approved by any process with 
which Senate was not in agreement; that Senate should also adopt a motion 
to the effect that the Board of Governors, at its next meeting, adopt a motion 
to extend the deadline which it has set vis-a-vis approval of the Report; that 
given that it would soon be necessary to establish evaluation or search 
committees for the positions of Rector and Vice-Chancellor, Vice-Rector, 
Academic, and Dean, Faculty of Fine Arts, Senate should consider the issue 
as to what would happen in the meantime; that a deadline should be 
established with respect to approval of the process; and that, in terms of an 
interim measure, a motion should be approved to the effect that Senate 
recommends that those things in the Report which people agree with be 
adopted, i.e., the proposed changes to the confidentiality rules and 
publication of the short list of candidates, and which should be considered 
as amendments to the existing procedures and be used until such time as the 
proposed procedures have been agreed to. Dean Ross also advised that the 
Commerce and Administration Faculty Council had adopted the following 
resolution at its meeting of 15 January 1993 - "Be it resolved that the 
Faculty Council strongly recommends that the deadline for debating the 
Report of the Ad Hoc Committee of the Board of Governors on the 
Revision of the Composition, Rules and Procedures of Evaluation 
Committees and Advisory Search Committees be extended so as to allow 
for sufficient time for discussion of the Report by the University 
community." 


The continuing discussion centred on the question as to whether Senate 
should attempt to complete discussion on the entire Report within the 
hopefully-extended time-frame established by the Board of Governors, or to 
recommend that those things in the Report with which Senate was in 
agreement, be approved and incorporated into the existing rules vis-a-vis 
evaluation and advisory search committees which might soon have to be 
established. 


It was suggested and agreed by the mover and seconder, that the following 
be added to the main motion -AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD 
OF GOVERNORS AS THE PROCESS TO BE FOLLOWED WITH 
RESPECT TO THE APPROVAL OF ALL OR PART OF ANY CHANGES 
TO THE EXISTING RULES AND PROCEDURES. 


THE MAIN MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS CARRIED. 


Before leaving the meeting, Dr. McIlwaine, advised that she and the other 
members of the Board of Governors Ad Hoc Committee who were present, 
had tried to respond to the questions that had been asked in the light of 
Committee discussions that had taken place over many months and in many 
long meetings; that in doing so, it was her personal belief that none of the 
members of the Ad Hoc Committee was trying to defend the document in all 
of its points, but rather to explain how the Committee had worked and what 
seemed to the members to be best at that time, and that nothing was perfect; 
that it was not a question of having responded to Senators in such a way as 
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to say that "these are the things that have to be", and that it was her hope 
that the answers that had been given, had been taken in that spirit; that there 
was no way that the members of the Ad Hoc Committee could defend the 
document as being the document that the Board of Governors was going to 
approve, that they had not yet heard the Board address the document which 
had been tabled, and that needless to say, what had been put into the 
document had been put there in a sincere belief by the members of the Ad 
hoc Committee at that time. As to concerns which had been raised with 
respect to the tone of the Report, she assured members of Senate that it was 
not the intent of the Ad Hoc Committee to use any language that was 
offensive to the University community, and that if something of that nature 
had slipped through, on behalf of the Committee members, she would 
apologize for it; and that in saying that, however, statements with which we 
did not agree sometimes might seem harsh, and that perhaps that aspect 
should be looked into. She further noted that there was one statement which 
was referred to in the Addendum to the Interim Report from the Senate ad 
hoc Committee that had been singled out and attributed to the Board's Ad 
Hoc Committee, but which, in fact, had been made by a group in its 
presentation; and she urged that attention be paid to the originators of 
statements which might appear in the Report. Finally, she thanked members 
of Senate for their attention. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN KUSY, SECONDED BY DEAN SWAMY, 
THAT A VOTE OF THANKS BE EXTENDED TO THE MEMBERS OF 
THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS AD HOC COMMITTEE FOR HAVING 
ATTENDED AND PARTICIPATED IN TODAY'S SENATE MEETING; 
AND FOR THEIR EFFORTS IN DEVELOPING THEIR REPORT 
(DOCUMENT US-93-1-D8). 


MOTION CARRIED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. KAMINARIS, SECONDED BY MR. 
MAKKONEN, THAT THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS BE ASKED TO 
POSTPONE CONSIDERATION OF ALL OR ANY PART OF THE 
REPORT OF THE AD HOC COMMITTEE ON THE REVISION OF THE 
COMPOSITION, RULES AND PROCEDURES FOR EVALUATION 
AND ADVISORY SEARCH COMMITTEES UNTIL SUCH TIME AS 
SENATE HAS FORWARDED ITS RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE 
BOARD, IN KEEPING WITH THE APPROVAL PROCESS FOR 
RULES AND PROCEDURES FOR SENIOR ADMINISTRATIVE 
APPOINTMENTS CONTAINED ON PAGE 5 OF THE ADDENDUM TO 
THE DRAFT INTERIM REPORT OF THE SENATE AD HOC 
COMMITTEE. 


MOTION CARRIED. 
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 


Open Discussion of the Board of Governors Ad Hoc Committee's Report. 


Comments which were made during the discussion, included suggestions 
that a motion be adopted to the effect that it was the view of Senate that the 
proposals with respect to the short list of candidates and abolishing 
confidentiality should be approved, that Senate would like to hear from 
Faculty Councils and the faculty in general with respect to this as soon as 
possible, and that this part be forwarded to the Board of Governors as 
quickly as possible; and that an attempt be made to identify those items 
where there might be a consensus and refer those to Faculty Councils for 
comments, etc. 


In response to a "point of order" raised by Mr. Parent, Dr. Kenniff advised 
that at the moment we were discussing item 3 in "Committee of the Whole", 
at the end of which a resolution could be adopted. He also suggested that 
Senate might attempt to identify which of the forty recommendations 
contained in the Report might serve as a basis for consensus, and forward 
those to the Board of Governors at this stage. 


Other issues which arose included concerns which were expressed with 
respect to the possible danger of Senate taking a fragmented approach to the 
Report and thereby not maintaining the integrity of the document; proposed 
procedural steps which could conflict with each other, e.g., discussions at 
Councils which represent the faculty, taking a general poll of the faculty as a 
whole, and the establishment of the ad hoc Committee to- pull together 
Senate's concerns with respect to the Report, etc.; the need to begin to 
consider the details of the proposals contained in the Report, particularly 
with respect to areas of potential consensus; development of concrete 
proposals by a writing committee for consideration by Senate; and possible 
immediate Senate consideration and discussion on Recommendations 22 
and 23, pages 44 and 45, document US-93-1-D8, concerning 
confidentiality, and adopting a motion with respect to that. With respect to 
the latter, members indicated that they would prefer to continue with the 
general discussion of the Report in "Committee of the Whole". 


In continuing discussion, it was argued that the proposed composition of 
advisory selection committees should be changed by adding an additional 
student position to ensure that undergraduate student interests were 
represented by undergraduate students and graduate student interests by 
graduate students in the selection process; that some means should be 
provided whereby students would be involved in the initial stage of the 
profile development; that the integrity of the selection process for student 
representatives on advisory selection committees be respected; that 
mechanisms be established with respect to input from the faculty as well as 
the students vis-a-vis the initial development of the profile, including the 
possibility that the profile be approved by Senate before submission to the 
Board, and particularly with respect to the profiles for Vice-Rectors and the 
Rector, which, it was argued, did not involve input through unit evaluations 
as was the case with respect to development of the profiles of the Faculty 


and School Deans; that items of potential consensus be considered by 
Senate, and possibly by Faculty Councils, and be recommended to the 
Board of Governors for approval as additions or subtractions to the 
existing rules and procedures, particularly in the event that the proposals 
from the Ad Hoc Committee were not approved in time to be applicable for 
the next. round of senior administrative appointments; and that wherever the 
word "input" was used in the Report in relation to Senate, it should be 
replaced by the word "consent". 


In additional comments, it was suggested that Senate, either formally or 
through individual members, should convey to Faculty and School 
Councils, etc., that consideration was being given to having agreement on 
certain issues, and that they should take those issues particularly under 
consideration; that recommendations and advice be elicited from librarians, 
particularly with respect to representation on advisory selection committees 
for the Vice-Rector, Services, and Director of Libraries, which, it was felt, 
was parallel to the process for the selection of a Dean; that it be made clear 
to the Board of Governors that many of the 18 submissions which were 
received by the Ad Hoc Committee, and which were itemized in the Report, 
were from large groups within the University, including the submission 
from CUFA, which, it was argued, had not only come from its Executive 
but from the Council at large and had been given wide circulation, and that 
this represented a substantial contribution from the University community, 
and indicated a very high level of interest in this matter. 


Noting that open discussions on the Report were also going on within 
Faculties and departments, Prof. MacKay suggested that any further 
recommendations from Senate would be much better informed and enriched 
by the time of the next Senate meeting; and that rather than adopting any 
further recommendations at this time, we should move to the next item, i.e., 
consideration of the next meeting, at which time the results of those 
discussions could be brought back. 


In response to a request by Dean Valaskakis on behalf of the Arts and 
Science Faculty Council that detailed minutes of this meeting be made 
available as soon as possible, the Secretary advised that he would do the 
best that he could do. Dr. Sheinin suggested that consideration be given to 
the possibility of making available copies of the tape of the meeting for use 
by Councils, etc. It was also suggested that transcribers might be hired in 
connection with this. 


Responding to a question concerning subsequent consideration of the 
Report, Dr. Kenniff advised that it was his assumption that the Steering 
Committee would want to consider putting the item on the Agenda for the 
next regular Senate meeting, as well as the question of having another 
special meeting of Senate, taking into consideration the schedules of 
Council -meetings, etc.; that the spirit of the Steering Committee discussion 
at its meeting of 22 December 1992 was that this was an important matter, 
and that if we needed to hold more than one meeting we should do so, and 
which view he supported; and that he would want to feel satisfied that 
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Senate has discussed the document,-or anything-emerging from it, to its 
satisfaction. 


REGULAR SESSION RESUMED 


Adjournment 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN VALASKAKIS, SECONDED BY MR. 
KAMINARIS, THAT THE OPEN DISCUSSION OF THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS AD HOC COMMITTEE'S REPORT, AND ANYTHING 
ASSOCIATED WITH THAT, BE MOVED TO-THE NEX T 
APPROPRIATE FORUM FOR THIS BODY;'AND THAT THE 
MEETING BE ADJOURNED. 


It was suggested by Mr. Kaminaris that the mechanism and process for 
dealing with the matter, including input from the Councils, etc., be worked 
out by the Steering Committee. 


In response to a question, Mr. Kaminaris explained that the intent of his 
suggestion was that the matter had to be organized in some fashion, and that 
the best place to do that was at the Steering Committee. 


IT WAS AGREED THAT THE SUGGESTION BY MR KAMINARIS BE 
INCORPORATED INTO THE MAINIMOTION. 


It was suggested by Mr. Parent, and agreed, that procedurally the motion be 
split so that the question of adjournment was dealt with separately. 


THE FIRST PART OF THE MOTION, AS CHANGED, WAS CARRIED. 
THE SECOND PART OF THE MOTION, THAT THE MEETING BE 
ADJOURNED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (15 in favour; 1 


opposed; 5 abstentions). 


The meeting was adjourned at 12:38 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


